FEATURE
SOR’S GUITAR MUSIC—A Fresh Start
By Erik Stenstadvold

Fernando Sor’s guitar music has long been available to
modern players, thanks in large part to the pioneering
work of Brian Jeffery.1 His facsimile edition of 1982 and
the newly engraved edition of 2004 have served the guitar
community well.2 Yet new times require new approaches.
A multitude of new information on the composing and
publishing history of this music amassed in recent years
allows for a fresh look at the original musical sources.
Moreover, the facsimile editions were prepared at a time
when reproduction techniques were less developed, so that
the images are often somewhat blurred, and faint details in
the originals have sometimes disappeared. They are therefore
to some degree defective and, likewise, modern editions
basing their text on them are not fully reliable.
A new critical edition of Sor’s collected guitar works
(solos and duets), of which I am the editor, is scheduled
for publication by Guitar Heritage in early 2021.3 In the
preparation, it has been imperative to work directly from
original scores, or from high-resolution photos or scans,
and always to consult more than one copy of the same
original edition. In this article, I shall present some of the
deliberations that underlie the editorial decisions, starting
with the most fundamental issue: a reappraisal of the
musical sources.4

The Sources
Sor’s œuvre for guitar survives mainly as printed editions;
only two autograph manuscripts are preserved, the most
important being the Fantaisie dedicated to Mademoiselle
Houzé, in the possession of Pepe Romero.5 In addition,
there are several manuscript copies of works attributed
to Sor.

Manuscripts
In contrast to England, France, and Germany, regular music
publishing in Spain was slow to be established. The scene

was dominated by copyists until the end of the 1810s, so
no printed editions of Sor’s music appeared there prior
to his emigration in 1813, at the age of thirty-five. But
guitar music was commercially presented as hand-copied
manuscripts, sold in librerías (bookstores), almacenes de
música (music stores), and guitarrerías (guitar workshops).
We find advertisements of such Sor music in Madrid
newspapers from 1805 on.6 It is uncertain if any of these
manuscript publications had a genuine autograph by the
composer as source; they may well have been based on
unauthorized copies of his music circulating in Spain. As
there was no such thing as intellectual property right in
those days, Sor’s reputation surely led to the diffusion of
many deformed and even misattributed works.
A number of manuscripts of Spanish provenance with
music attributed to Sor are preserved; some of them have
price marks showing that they were created for sale, while
others were assembled for personal use. Many of the Sor
pieces in these sources are copies or variants of music also
known from early printed editions. As manuscripts often
bear clear signs of having been hastily written, it is difficult
to establish if a variant reading is the result of intentional
alterations or just carelessness, or if the sources these
versions derived from differed from those of the printed
editions.
Some of the minuets published in op. 11 and the early
sonatas opp. 14 and 15(b) are particularly frequent in the
manuscript sources. In some cases, they include many more
ornaments than the printed versions published in Paris
by Meissonnier. Whether or not any particular ornament
originated with Sor, these additions are significant in terms
of performance practice, as they may reflect a distinctively
Iberian approach to ornamentation. And yet the only
known autograph manuscript of a piece from Sor’s Spanish
years, the first minuet of op. 11,7 has no more ornaments
than the published version. It should also be added that

1 A bibliography to accompany the notes to this paper can be found online at https://soundboardscholar.org, in the section “Soundboard Scholar Online.”
2 The nine-volume Tecla facsimile edition of 1982 superseded a five-volume edition, also by Jeffery, published in 1977 by Shattinger, New York. Before that, Frederick Noad in

1976 contributed a facsimile edition of Sor’s opp. 1–20, reprinted from Meissonnier’s original editions of those works and also published by Shattinger. The eleven-volume Tecla
newly engraved edition, The New Complete Works for Guitar, was first published in 2001 with a corrected second printing in 2004. In 2020, Tecla published Brian Jeffery’s second
edition of The New Complete Works for Guitar online (https://tecla.com). I have not seen this edition, but the description on the Tecla website implies that it is based closely on
the 2004 edition.
3 Guitar Heritage, https://guitarheritage.org.
4 For a survey of the main printed sources, see the catalogue of works in Brian Jeffery, Fernando Sor, Composer and Guitarist, 2nd ed. (London: Tecla, 1994), 149–69.
5 There has been some speculation in the guitar world that this is not a genuine Sor autograph; however, it is beyond any doubt that the handwriting of both the title and the
music is that of Sor.
6 See Luis Briso de Montiano’s copies of original advertisements in the Diario de Madrid from 1805 on at https://fernandosor.es/fernando-sor-en-la-prensa-de-su-epocaanuncios-y-noticias/. See also Kenneth Angus Hartdegen, Fernando Sor’s Theory of Harmony Applied to the Guitar: History, Bibliography and Context (PhD diss., University of
Auckland, 2011), 433–36.
7 E-Mm: 722–24[VII]. The piece is unattributed in the source, but a comparison with non-guitar autograph manuscripts reveals Sor’s handwriting.
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ornaments and other details vary considerably between the
manuscript versions, not least in the Sonata (Grand Solo)
op. 14, demonstrating that the concept of the “work” was
more flexible than we are used to. It is scarcely appropriate,
then, to attempt to construct a hypothetical Urtext from
these sources; the main differences are discussed in the
critical notes.
Some manuscripts have pieces ascribed to Sor that
are not known from other sources. In many cases they are
so trivial—unassuming waltzes and minuets—that their
attribution is more than uncertain; incorrect attribution of
music to renowned composers, intentional or not, occurred
quite frequently in this period. Tempting as it could have
been to publish everything bearing Sor’s name, I have
nevertheless abstained from doing so: I have included only
pieces showing compositional features characteristic of his
practice, such as a proper bass line and careful attention to
voice-leading. Thus, much to my chagrin, I had to discard
a hitherto unknown one-movement sonata in C, titled
“Famosa sonata por Dn Fernando Sors.” Although the
opening might suggest Sor, the music soon evolves into an
endless sequence of repetitive, arpeggiated chords that often
progress in block parallel motion and modulate awkwardly.
This lack of sophistication is unlikely to originate with even
a youthful Sor, so to include this sonata in the new critical
edition would be a disservice to the guitar community.

The Early Printed Editions
As already mentioned, no printed editions of Sor’s music
appeared in Spain before his departure in 1813.8 However,
in the period c.1805 to 1810 several works were published
in Paris, primarily by the expatriate Spaniard Salvador
Castro de Gistau and to a lesser extent by Pierre-Jean Porro.
Castro’s Sor editions are well known due to their inclusion
in the Tecla 1982 facsimile edition and the 2004 modern
edition. Brian Jeffery has presented them as authoritative
texts; in the recently published third edition of his Sor
monograph, he even suggests that Castro may have met Sor
in Madrid between 1802 and 1804 and obtained copies of
the music there.9 This is quite unlikely, however, because at
that time Castro was well established in Paris and running
his modest publishing business; by the middle of 1803 his
published editions had already reached op. 4.10
In theory, Sor could perhaps have sent manuscripts
to Paris for publication, but during the troubled times of
the Peninsular War this could be hazardous—it should
also be remembered that music was not Sor’s professional
occupation at this time. But a main reason for discrediting

the Castro editions is that—contrary to Jeffery’s claim—
their musical texts, above all of the Sonata prima (Grand
Solo, op. 14) and the Air varié on a chromatic theme, show
many signs of being defective; in several places the scores
are simply not playable as written, so they cannot possibly
reflect manuscripts originating with the composer. In all
likelihood they were based on copies crossing the border
from Spain without Sor’s knowledge and published without
any recompense to him whatsoever. As copyright at this
time was restricted to each individual country, such activity
was not illegal and not even considered immoral. These
early Paris editions can therefore not be considered more
authoritative than variant manuscript versions from the
same period. Accordingly, they have been consulted but not
used as models when later, authorized editions of the same
works exist. The same goes for the two Porro editions; only
a set of variations of which there is no other version has
been included.
The editions with which Sor was in some way involved
personally are these:
• Two works published by Benoist and Pleyel in Paris
in 1814, after Sor had arrived there
• Eight works with various publishers in London
during Sor’s stay there, 1815–1822
• Opp. 1–33, published by Meissonnier in Paris,
1816–1828
• Opp. 34–63, published by Sor in cooperation with
Pacini in Paris, 1828–1839
Later editions by Heugel are reprints of the Meissonnier
editions, with no new revisions. Similarly, Lenglart reissued
several of the Pacini editions without changes. There were
also some editions by publishers in other countries in this
period, notably Simrock in Germany; all these editions
appear to be based on those by Meissonnier and Pacini with
no relevant disparities.
The two guitar editions appearing in Paris in 1814 were
surely published on Sor’s own initiative: the title-page notice
“Propriété de l’Auteur” (property of the composer) and the
presence of his control signature on copies of both editions
are evidence of his involvement.11 Similarly, many copies of
the eight guitar works published in London, 1815–1822,
have his control signature; several editions are also marked
“printed for the author.” There is no doubt, then, that these
editions were endorsed by him.
Sor’s eight London works were reissued by Meissonnier
in Paris, in most cases probably quite soon after they
had first appeared.12 With one exception (op. 9), the
Meissonnier editions seem to have been modeled on the

8 In the catalogue of the Biblioteca Nacional de España, two editions of music ascribed to Sor, published in Madrid by Nonó and Ardit, are tentatively dated 1808. This is
incorrect, however; advertisements in Madrid newspapers show that they were published in 1816. I am grateful to Luis Briso de Montiano for help in establishing this.
9 Brian Jeffery, Fernando Sor: Composer and Guitarist, 3rd ed., Version 1.0 (Tecla, 2020), 38, EPUB.
10 Advertisement in Correspondance des amateurs musiciens 30 (June 18, 1803): 4. The CdAM was a short-lived musical periodical commencing in 1803.
11 On the significance of control signatures, see Donald W. Krummel, ed., Guide for Dating Early Published Music (Hackensack, NJ: Joseph Boonin, 1974), 107.
12 For most of the London editions we have no precise information of publication dates; the Paris editions do, however, supply an ante quem date.
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Notes on the Table
i. Meissonnier’s titles could vary somewhat from those
of the earlier Paris and London editions.
ii. It is beyond the scope of this article to expound on
the datings in detail; they have been established by
combining such elements as Meissonnier’s imprint
address, the item’s relation to his periodical Journal de
lyre ou guitare, listing in his catalogs, plate numbers,
etc.
iii. Op. 15(b) apparently breaks the congruency of opus
numbers and date of publication; this work, however,
was published without the opus number 15, which
only appears in a later Meissonnier catalogue and on
the German Simrock edition. The identifiers (a), (b)
and (c) of the three op. 15 works were introduced by
Brian Jeffery.
iv. It should be noted that Meissonnier’s 1819 edition of
the Mozart Variations, op. 9, is simpler than the version commonly known today, which was published
in London in 1821 and then again by Meissonnier in
1826.
v. The style of op. 10 makes it unlikely to be an early
Spanish work; quite possibly an English edition did
exist but has not surfaced.

Table 1. Meissonnier’s Sor editions, opp. 1–15,
published 1816–1822.

printed English scores; they frequently have the same page
arrangement and line breaks, and even share many of the
same misprints. Although we do not know for certain, it is
likely that these new Paris editions, destined for the French
market, were sanctioned by Sor; quite possibly he could
have sent the English editions as copy texts.
But in the same period, Meissonnier also published
music by Sor not known from any English editions. Apart
from new editions of the two works published by Benoist
and Pleyel in Paris in 1814, nearly all of this other music
appears to originate from the guitarist’s early years in Spain
(some of it had also been published by Castro).13 And this is
where things start to become complicated. A letter written
by Sor in 1827 reveals that Meissonnier had received scores
from other sources than Sor himself, and that he was no
longer satisfied with the music of his Spanish period, when,
in his own opinion, he was “rather too little of a harmonist
and a little too much of a guitarist.”14 So Meissonnier had
most probably acquired these compositions elsewhere.

Sor did not supply opus numbers either for the two
guitar works published in Paris in 1814 or for the eight
subsequent London editions. Meissonnier, however, soon
started to apply them, probably for convenience. These
opus numbers—which are still being used—do not seem to
originate with Sor and have no direct connection with the
order in which he wrote his works; by and large, they reflect
Meissonnier’s order of publication. As shown in table 1,
Meissonnier sprinkled the Spanish-period works more or
less evenly throughout the period 1816 to 1822, when Sor
returned to Paris for a brief period.
If Sor was not the supplier of many of these
compositions, we may also fear that their texts are unreliable.
This indeed presents a conundrum, not least because in
the introduction to his Méthode of 1830, Sor explains that
several of these early compositions “would never have been
exposed to the public if I had been consulted; but people
who had copies of them (most of them incorrect) made deals

13 The early origin can be determined partly on stylistic criteria but also by the fact that several works are known from Spanish manuscript sources.
14 “Dans le tems ou j’étais un tant soit peu faible harmoniste, et un peu trop guitariste.” See Erik Stenstadvold, “A Newly Discovered Letter of 1827 by Fernando Sor,”

Soundboard Scholar 3 (2017): 4–12.

6

Soundboard Scholar No. 6

guitarfoundation.org

with the publisher” [my emphases].15 He does not name
this publisher, but it does not take much imagination to
link this to Meissonnier, with whom Sor had broken off
business relations two years earlier. This would seem to
be an unsurmountable problem were it not that in 1826
Meissonnier published a “nouvelle édition” of opp. 1–23,
“corrigée et doigtée par l’auteur”—“corrected and fingered by
the composer.” We shall return to this.
In the early autumn of 1822, Sor revisited Paris, where
he stayed for a little over half a year.16 During this brief
period or shortly after, Meissonnier published opp. 16–20;
we may therefore safely conclude that they represent genuine
Sor music in editions endorsed by him. He performed
the Fantaisie op. 16 (variations on “Nel cor più non mi
sento”) in a concert, probably in December 1822, and the
score was advertised for sale two months later.17 The last
composition in this group, the Introduction et Thême varié,
op. 20, was dedicated to Meissonnier and was a new and
elaborated version of a Thema varié previously published by
Castro around 1810. It shows that Sor was no stranger to
remolding old material into new works (op. 12 is another
such example).
The output of new publications slowed down
considerably after Sor left Paris for a second time around
April 1823, now heading for Russia, where he would stay
for four years. In Russia, Sor became busy with music on a
much grander scale, above all ballets, and Meissonnier again
took to publishing Spanish-period works.
Les Adieux, op. 21, and the Sonata op. 22 were published
in the autumn of 1824; it is uncertain if Meissonnier had
acquired this music from Sor or elsewhere. The Sonata
certainly stems from the composer’s time in Spain, and
the dedication on the printed edition to the “Prince de
la Paix” (Manuel Godoy) points to an early origin of the
manuscript.18 The circumstances around Les Adieux are also
somewhat unclear; it is possible that Sor had this piece in
mind when, in the aforementioned 1827 letter, he complains
that Meissonnier had published the guitar part of a duo for
guitar and flute or violin as a solo piece. The next work, a set
of six small pieces titled Cinquième Divertissement, op. 23,

was probably issued a year later, in mid-1825. It represents
another problematic Sor publication, and it is doubtful that
he had provided Meissonnier with the manuscript; a year
and a half later, a revised edition was published in which
three pieces had been removed and four new ones added. A
feasible explanation is that Sor had demanded the removal
of pieces he did not approve of or perhaps had not even
authored.
Let us now return to the question of Meissonnier’s
“corrected” edition. In the autumn of 1825, while Sor was
still in Russia, Meissonnier advertised a Collection complète
des œuvres de Sor.19 This was simply an aggregation of all the
Sor works he had published until then, opp. 1–23, provided
with a new title page but with no other changes. Perhaps
the publisher was hoping that he could thereby get rid of
unsold copies of music stocked in his warehouse. A little
over a year later, in December 1826, a new advertisement for
the Collection complète appeared, but, as mentioned earlier,
with the additional statement “new edition corrected and
fingered by the composer.”20 Sor was still in Russia: unless
he had made a sojourn to Paris sometime in 1826, matters
leading to a revised edition of his works would have been
dealt with by long distance.21 So could this statement of
Sor’s involvement be a false claim in yet another attempt by
Meissonnier to boost sales of Sor’s music?
An examination of the individual works of the new
Collection complète shows that the majority of them have
some changes in the musical text and/or added fingering (in
general, the fingering remains quite sparse). Several misprints
in the earlier Meissonnier issues—many carried over from
the London editions—are now corrected, but far from all.
Most of the works were printed from the same plates as
before, modified, but some of the revisions were major and
required new printing plates. We find a completely new
version of the Mozart Variations, op. 9, and of the Grand
Solo, op. 14. There are also major changes in the Sonata
op. 15(b), and, as discussed above, some of the individual
pieces of the Divertissement, op. 23, have been replaced by
new ones. The most likely reason for such substantial (and
costly) revisions is that they were requested by the composer.

15
16
17
18

“mais des personnes qui en avaient des copies (la plupart incorrectes) en firent affaire avec l’éditeur…” Sor, Méthode pour la guitare (Paris 1830), 4.
For details on Sor’s activity in Paris during his sojourn there, 1822–23, see my article “Fernando Sor on the Move in the Early 1820s,” Soundboard Scholar 1 (2015): 16–25.
Le Miroir des spectacles, February 25, 1823.
An advertisement in Gaceta de Madrid, June 5, 1807, specifies a Sor sonata dedicated to the “Sermo. [Serenísimo] Sr. Generalísimo Almirante.” This was another title Godoy
had at that time; the title of “Príncipe de la Paz” (Prince of Peace) had been conferred on him in 1795. But since Godoy fell from power in 1808 and was exiled, it seems unlikely
that some sixteen years later, right after the end of the Trienio Liberal, Sor himself would have addressed him with that epithet in a dedication.
19 Journal général d’annonces, October 28, 1825. There are two identical copies of this first version of the Collection complète in F-Pn, later rebound in a hardcover volume, but
with the original title page.
20 Journal général d’annonces, December 6, 1826. Two copies of the revised Collection complète are known, one in the Spencer Collection at the Royal Academy of Music,
London, another in the “Fondo Huidobro” of the Conservatorio Profesional de Música “Jacinto Guerrero,” Toledo, Spain.
It should be added that each composition of the revised Collection complète retained an individual title page and was also sold separately as before. Thus we find single copies in
various libraries and collections.
21 We have no information concerning a visit to Paris in 1826, but a puzzling line on the title page of the revised edition of op. 9 of the Collection complète may hint at that:
“Exécutées par l’Auteur au Concert donné à l’Ecole R.le de Musique” (Played by the composer at the concert given at the Royal School of Music [Paris Conservatoire]). It is
improbable that this could refer to an event that had taken place before Sor set out for Russia, over three and a half years earlier. If indeed he had been back in 1826, he could
have worked in situ with Meissonnier on the revisions of opp. 1–23.

guitarfoundation.org Soundboard Scholar No. 6

7

SOR’S GUITAR MUSIC
This applies also to several minor modifications in other
works; they are often of a subtle nature, unlikely to have
occurred to a publisher unprompted.
None of this precludes the possibility that Meissonnier
might have had a hand in some of the more straightforward
corrections; it should be remembered that he was also a
guitarist and composer, although not on Sor’s level. It is
striking that some of the works from Sor’s Spanish period,
such as opp. 3 and 11, have remarkably few corrections,
given their unsatisfactory texts. Perhaps Sor did not find
it worthwhile to improve on music of which he no longer
approved anyway.
The problems do not end here. The Huit Petites
Pièces, op. 24, and the second Grande Sonate, op. 25, were
advertised in the spring of 1827, a few months before Sor’s
final return to Paris. Op. 24 consists of eight miscellaneous
pieces, mostly minuets, whose style points to an early
Spanish provenance; this once again suggests that they came
from another source than the composer. It is even possible
that Sor was referring to some pieces in this set when, in the
abovementioned letter, he writes that “you have also been
given two minuets which are not of my composing.” The
letter also reveals that the Sonata op. 25 must have reached
the hands of Meissonnier without Sor’s knowledge. Such
reservations notwithstanding, there are no alternative sources
for these works.
With the three variation sets, opp. 26–28, and the
Douze Etudes, op. 29, we are back on safer ground. Although
published (or at least advertised) together with opp. 24 and
25 in March 1827,22 it is quite clear that these works were
indeed composed by Sor and probably sent from Russia.
The Fantaisie on “La Mère Michel,” op. 30, which Sor in the
letter called “mon bijou” (my jewel), was composed towards
the end of his stay in Russia but not published till early in
1828, after the return to Paris. The remaining three works
with Meissonnier, opp. 31–33, also originate from before the
middle of 1828, when Sor broke with this publisher.
The residual part of Sor’s œuvre for guitar, opp. 34–63,
was published in cooperation with Pacini in Paris. Although
there is no question of authorship, these editions also have
their share of problems: some exist in two different versions;
errors and misprints are sometimes corrected in later issues,
other times not.

Choosing among Editions
Despite the unclear circumstances surrounding many of the
Meissonnier editions, they nevertheless constitute a chief
component of any “complete” Sor edition; we simply have
no reliable alternatives for many of them. One should also
bear in mind that, when Sor commenced his cooperation
with Pacini, he nevertheless continued the opus number
22 Journal général d’annonces, March 24, 1827.

8

Soundboard Scholar No. 6

guitarfoundation.org

sequence as introduced by his former publisher. Somehow
this witnesses a pragmatic attitude towards the “incorrect
copies” published by Meissonnier.
In choosing between the London and Meissonnier
editions of the eight “London works,” Brian Jeffery used
the former on the correct assumption that they came first
and were endorsed by the composer. But that does not
necessarily mean that they represent the best text—they
all have their share of omissions and errors. Meissonnier’s
editions, especially the “corrected” versions of 1826, do
sometimes provide a more convincing musical text. This
can be illustrated by two examples from Sor’s most famous
guitar work, the Mozart Variations, op. 9. Figure 1 shows
the opening of the theme as it appears in the first full version
published in London in 1821 (the anacrusis to the theme is
missing because it appeared on the previous page).

Figure 1. Sor, Variations on a Theme by Mozart, op. 9,
Theme, first part: London, 1821.

There are no slurs in this version. However, in the
first Meissonnier edition of 1819, the theme has slurs
throughout—although frequently attached to the wrong
starting pitch (figure 2).

Figure 2. Sor, Variations on a Theme by Mozart, op. 9,
Theme, first part: Meissonnier, 1819.

The use of left-hand ligados here does, of course, greatly
enhance a proper articulation, allowing as it does the
repeated Bs (later Es) to remain unaccented, and there is no
reason to doubt that these markings originated with Sor. In
the second Meissonnier edition of 1826—almost identical
with the London 1821 edition apart from some refinement
of notation—there are also slurs, although not consistently
marked (figure 3).

Figure 3. Sor, Variations on a Theme by Mozart, op. 9,
Theme, first part: Meissonnier, 1826.

Incomplete notation of slurs in identical or similar
musical motifs was not unusual; we find this also, for
example, in the Majeur (third) variation of Meissonnier’s
first edition of op. 10 (the later 1826 issue has more slurs
added). It surely was not meant to be taken literally but
represents a kind of conventional “shorthand” notation. In
the new Guitar Heritage edition, we clarify with editorial
dotted slurs, as seen in figure 4.

Figure 5. Sor, Variations on a Theme by Mozart, op. 9,
Variation 1, first part: London, 1821.

Figure 6. Sor, Variations on a Theme by Mozart, op. 9,
Variation 1, first part: Meissonnier, 1826.

Errors and Misprints

Figure 4. Sor, Variations on a Theme by Mozart, op. 9,
Theme, first part: New edition.

While the Meissonnier “shorthand” notation can be
credited to prevalent conventions of the period, the total
absence of slurs in the London edition is difficult to explain,
other than as an unintended oversight by either Sor or the
engraver.23 Lack of slurs should not be taken mechanically
as a “pluck-all” instruction, however; figure 5, showing an
excerpt of the first variation of the London edition, fully
demonstrates this.
There are neither musical nor historical reasons to
slavishly reproduce such an erratic notation of slurs. The
Meissonnier 1826 edition presents a more coherent text
(figure 6).24
For the entire opp. 1–23, the Meissonnier Collection
complète edition of 1826 provides us with versions that an
editor needs to consider carefully.25 Often they not only
correct mistakes but also ameliorate the notation or the
musical text itself.26

Printed editions are rarely without errors and Sor’s scores
prove no exception; we have already seen examples. Some
errors are probably oversights of the engraver; others may
have been carried over from mistakes in the composer’s
manuscripts. One would perhaps assume that Sor exercised
a closer control on the engraving and printing of his music
in the periods when he was living in the same city as the
publisher, with fewer errors as the result. But this was not
always the case. Perhaps he was not a particularly careful
proofreader (as is also reported of Beethoven), or perhaps
he did not read proofs at all; proofreading by the composers
themselves seems not to have been a universal practice in
those days.27
The Robert Spencer Collection has a copy of Les
Adieux, op. 21, which appears to be some kind of a proof
or pre-publication print of the Meissonnier edition.28
Some of the errors therein must have been spotted by the
proofreader and are not present in the known copies of the
first published issue of this work. And yet this publication
contains other, uncorrected mistakes, most of which were
finally amended in connection with Collection complète of
1826. With Sor in Russia at the time of publication, the
proofreading would have been carried out by someone in
the Meissonnier workshop.

23 Slurs are not the only missing elements in the theme; in the final measure of figure 1 two clearly intended melody notes have suddenly disappeared.
24 This variation is not present in the first edition of 1819.
25 Jeffery seems often not to discriminate between early and late issues of a Meissonnier publication; thus, for example, he takes the first Meissonnier issues of opp. 15(a) and 22

as models for his 2004 edition of these works, while opp. 3 and 10 are based on the Collection complète versions. The discrepancies are not discussed.

26 This does not mean that I indiscriminately adhere to the Fassung letzter Hand theory of textual value. In the guitar repertoire alone, there are many examples where the

composer’s revisions do not necessarily lead to a superior version; we may think of Smith Brindle’s revision of his El Polifemo d’oro or the different versions of Villa-Lobos’s Etudes.
Editors, just like performers, cannot forbear from making aesthetic judgments.
27 See Alan Tyson, “Steps to Publication—and Beyond,” in The Beethoven Companion, ed. Denis Arnold and Nigel Fortune (London: Faber, 1971), 478–9. Publishers often
employed experienced musicians as proofreaders; see Axel Beer, Musik zwischen Komponist, Verlag und Publikum (Tutzing: Hans Schneider 2000), 80–81.
28 It appears to have been printed on discarded scrap paper with two pages from an unidentified guitar method on the verso.
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The Vingt Quatre Exercices, op. 35, published by Sor
and Pacini in Paris in September 1828, are also illustrative
of the various stages of a printed edition. The first issue
(hereafter called P1) contains a fair number of errors, even
though a close examination reveals that some corrections
had already been made to the plates at an earlier proof
stage.29 In a second printing (P2),30 several mistakes in
P1 were corrected, but many also remained unaltered.
More remarkable is that P2 sometimes also contains small
changes in the musical text that cannot be considered
mere corrections of engraving errors; rather, they must
represent a composer’s second thought. Figure 7 shows
one such example from op. 35 no. 12: in P2, the bass has
been altered, but traces of the erased bass are still visible.
This illustrates how Sor took the trouble to introduce fine
musical modifications while, at the same time, leaving
palpable mistakes untouched.
Some surviving printed scores bear Sor’s handwritten
dedications to students and colleagues, Dionisio Aguado
among them.31 Intriguingly, none of these personalized
copies have any manuscript corrections in the hand of the
composer. Did he not care about the errors? Had he not
noticed? Or did he take a bizarre pleasure in challenging the
beneficiary to sort these things out? We can only speculate.

a) P1

b) P2

Figure 7. Op. 35 no. 12, mm. 20–21 (sixth string tuned to F).
Bass altered in the middle of the second measure of (b).

Finally, I should mention that a comprehensive study
of Sor’s autograph manuscripts of non-guitar music has
shed light on some notational problems in the published
guitar editions. One is the appoggiatura or grace note,
whose notation varies considerably in the printed scores.
A few exceptions aside, Sor seems generally to have written

such one-note ornaments with half the duration of the
ensuing main note; this insight ought to have bearing on our
interpretation.32 Another symbol that has puzzled scholars
and editors is fr, which occurs in some printed guitar
scores. One theory proposed is that it signifies some kind of
rasgueado, being an abbreviation for frisé.33 The explanation
is much simpler, however. In Sor’s handwriting this was
merely a normal abbreviation for forte (fortissimo would be
ffr). The engravers mostly understood this and converted
it to conform to standard notation, f, but occasionally we
find faithful replications of the fr, thereby causing confusion
among modern readers. Yet another baffling mystery is
the turn sign 𝆗, which sometimes pops up at the most
implausible places in the music. Here the simple explanation
is that there should actually be no turn but a quarter-note
rest; in Sor’s calligraphy the quarter rest and the turn sign are
so similar that engravers sometimes erred by confusing them.

Epilogue
The new Guitar Heritage edition is a critical edition, not
an Urtext edition. An Urtext purports to reproduce the
“original” text in some sort of neutral, non-interfering
way—a noble but illusory goal that cannot possibly be
achieved when hardly any autograph manuscript is preserved.
With many of Sor’s works, we simply do not know what or
how they were originally.
In the process of making a critical edition of this music,
all relevant versions of any given piece have been examined
and compared in order to arrive at the best text possible.
Omissions and errors have been amended to the best of our
understanding; editorial interventions are easily discerned
(dotted slurs, bracketed notes or dynamics, etc.)
or accounted for in ample critical commentaries.
As a rule, the original editions contain little or no
fingering. Exceptions to this are several of the didactic works:
exercises, lessons, and other collections of simple solo pieces
for amateurs, in addition to the didactically designed guitar
duos. These fingerings are maintained. But in order to make
this new edition more accessible to guitar players in general,
clearly identifiable editorial fingering has been judiciously
added where the original publications contain few or no
such indications. In this I have endeavored to observe
the tradition of Sor by extrapolating from the principles
presented in his method and exemplified in his fingered
works.

29 I am most grateful to Jan de Kloe for providing me with photographs of a copy of P1 held in the Brussels Conservatoire Library.
30 Copy in my own collection.
31 The Huidobro Collection in Toledo, mentioned in footnote 20, contains many scores with handwritten dedications to Aguado on the title page. See Luis Briso de Montiano,

“Una parte de la biblioteca personal de Dionisio Aguado en el legado de Rosario Huidobro,” Roseta 12 (2018): 114–64, http://www.sociedadespañoladelaguitarra.com/images/
pdf/12_Briso_de_Montiano_Luis._Biblioteca_Aguado_en_Huidobro.pdf.
32 For more details, see my article “Long or Short? The Appoggiatura in the Early 19th-Century Guitar Tradition, with Special Reference to the Music of Fernando Sor,” Early
Music 1, no. 46 (2018): 87–101. In the new critical edition, the grace notes are written with a varying number of flags, reflecting their original notation.
33 See vol. 5 of Tecla Editions’ New Complete Works for Guitar, viii–ix.
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